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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to Amendment filed on 21 May 2004. Claims 1-20 are pending 
in this Office Action. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: misspelling the phrase "a 
configuration module . . . tha a single user . . .". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 8, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. The claim limitations determining an input location, determining results 
locations, and recording said input location and said results locations for use in formatting 
queries for each one of said databases were not described in the specification. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wu (US 
6,553,364) in view of Kirsch et al. ("Kirsch", US 6,018,733). 

As per claim 1, Wu teaches a method for the automatic harvesting and qualification of 
dynamic database content comprising: 

obtaining an initial categorization structure for organizing a plurality of subject areas of 
information (Wu, Fig. 2); 

obtaining a plurality of parametric information lists for optimizing operation to a user's 
requirements (Wu, Fig. 3, col. 6, lines 10-21); 

obtaining a query from the user, said query being associated with a subject area (Wu, col. 
6, lines 61-67); 
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submitting said query (Wu, col. 6, line 61 - col. 7, line 5); 

acquiring a collection of responsive content (Wu, Fig. 1, element 30, issues a search 
request, element 32, retrieves search result); 

indexing said responsive content to form an index of facilitating searching said collection 
of responsive content (Wu, Fig. 3, element 22, word index, col. 3, lines 10-21); 

publishing a summary of said collection of responsive content for review by the user 
(Wu, Fig. 5). 

Wu discloses obtaining a list of categories and submitting the query to a qualified 
category. However, Wu does not explicitly disclose obtaining a candidate database listing 
having a plurality of databases each having a collection of content; and acquiring a listing of a 
plurality of qualified databases from said candidate database listing by matching each one of a 
candidate databases to said plurality of subject areas; submitting said query to said plurality of 
qualified databases. Kirsch teaches obtaining a candidate database listing having a plurality of 
databases each having a collection of content; and acquiring a listing of a plurality of qualified 
databases from said candidate database listing by matching each one of a candidate databases to 
said plurality of subject areas; submitting said query to said plurality of qualified databases 
(Kirsch, Abstract, col. 4, lines 37-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a list of candidate databases and 
submit the query to a qualified database in the system of Wu because the content in the qualified 
databases are more relevant to the query than other contents in other databases. This ensures the 
search retrieves desired results in a short time. 
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8. Claims 2-14 and 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wu (US 6,553,364) in view of Kirsch et al. ("Kirsch", US 6,018,733) and further in view of 
Ferguson et al. ("Ferguson", US 6,237,01 1 Bl). 

As per claim 2, Wu and Kirsch teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 
1, and further teach obtaining a candidate database listing providing a plurality of databases to be 
considered for said step of acquiring a plurality of qualified databases (Kirsch, Abstract, col. 4, 
lines 37-67); obtaining a stop list providing a plurality of terms to be excluded for said step of 
indexing said responsive content (Kirsch, col. 7, lines 27-35). However, neither Wu nor Kirsch 
teaches obtaining an exclusion list providing a plurality of terms and sources to inhibit 
associations for said step of acquiring a collection of responsive content; obtaining an inclusion 
list providing a plurality of terms and sources restricting associations for said step of acquiring a 
collection of responsive content. 

Ferguson teaches obtaining an exclusion list providing a plurality of terms and sources to 
inhibit associations for said step of acquiring a collection of responsive content; obtaining an 
inclusion list providing a plurality of terms and sources restricting associations for said step of 
acquiring a collection of responsive content (Ferguson, col, 9, lines 1-15). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to obtain 
an exclusion and inclusion list in order to give the user control what he/she wants to receive. 

As per claim 3, Wu and Kirsch teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 
1, except for explicitly disclosing capturing an initial page from each one of said plurality of 
candidate databases; evaluating said initial page for relevancy to said each one of said subject 
areas; qualifying databases according to relevance to said subject areas; associating said qualified 
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databases with said subject areas. Ferguson teaches using a seed document to categorize 
documents (Ferguson, col. 8, lines 15-21). It is well known in the art that a system or user can 
use a seed document to categorize documents and identify its subject area. 

As per claim 4, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 3, and further teach obtaining a database relevancy parameter for restricting 
the qualification of databases below a minimum threshold value; comparing the relevance of 
each initial page to said relevancy parameter; removing each candidate database with a relevancy 
below said minimum threshold value from qualification (Kirsch, col. 4, lines 37-67). 

As per claim 5, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, and further teach submitting a query to each one of said databases (Kirsch, 
col 4, lines 37-67); capturing a plurality of pieces of responsive content provided by each one of 
said databases (Wu, col. 7, lines 1-23); evaluating each one of said plurality of pieces of 
responsive content for relevancy to said query (Wu, col. 7, lines 1-23); assigning a numerical 
score to each one of said plurality of pieces of responsive content, said numerical score 
representing a degree of relevance to said query (Wu, col. 6, lines 41-60); developing an 
aggregate score for each one of said databases (Wu, col. 6, lines 41-60); selecting databases to be 
polled for content based upon said aggregate score (Wu, col. 6, lines 41-60). 

As per claim 6, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 5, and further teach obtaining a content parameter limiting the number of 
pieces of content to be captured from each one of said databases (Ferguson, col. 9, lines 1-15); 
obtaining an initial weighting of each one of said pieces of responsive content from said database 
(Wu, col. 6, lines 41-60); selecting a quantity of pieces of responsive content limited by said 
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content parameter such that pieces of responsive content with a relatively greater initial 
weighting are selected before pieces of responsive content with a relatively lesser initial 
weighting (Wu, col. 6, lines 41-60). 

Claim 7 is rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for claims 2-6. 

As per claim 8, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, and further teach analyzing an initial page from each one of said plurality 
of qualified databases for formatting (Wu, col. 5, lines 1-14); determining an input location for 
passing queries by said initial page to each one of said plurality of databases; determining results 
locations for capturing search results returned from each one of said plurality of databases; 
recording said input location and said results locations for use in formatting queries for each one 
of said databases (The applicants does not disclose the limitations determining an input location 
and determining results locations in the specification. Wu teaches a search engine, Fig. 1 & 5. a 
search engine obviously determines an input location in order to allow the user to input search 
request). 

As per claim 9, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, and further teach comparing each piece of responsive content to each one 
of said subject areas in said initial categorization structure (Wu, col. 5, lines 1-14); matching 
each piece of responsive content to subject areas based on relevance of the responsive content to 
the subject areas (Wu, col. 5, lines 1-14); filtering matches to optimize said categorization 
structure (Wu, col. 5, lines 1-14). 

As per claim 10, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 9, and further teaches obtaining a population parameter for limiting a number 
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of pieces of responsive content which may be matched to any one subject area (Wu, col. 12, lines 
45-53); obtaining an occurrence parameter for limiting a number of subject areas to which any 
one piece of responsive content may be matched (Wu, col. 12, lines 45-53); restricting matches 
for each one of said subject areas according to said occurrence parameter and said population 
parameter (Wu, col. 12, lines 45-53). Wu and Kirsch do not explicitly disclose removing 
duplicate pieces of responsive content. Ferguson teaches monitoring the document duplicates 
(Ferguson, col. 17, lines 19-20). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to monitor document duplicates and remove the 
duplicate pieces of document in order to organize the document neatly and save storage space. 

As per claim 11, Wu, Kirsch, and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 9, and further teach obtaining an exclusion list to inhibit matches based on 
predetermined words and sources (Ferguson, col. 9, lines 1-15); obtaining an inclusion list to 
restrict matches based on predetermined words and sources (Ferguson, col. 9, lines 1-15); 
matching each piece of responsive content with subject areas according to said exclusion list and 
said inclusion list (Ferguson, col. 9, lines 1-15). 

As per claim 12, Wu, Kirsch, and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 9, and further teach creating a categorization file for recording matches 
between each piece of responsive content and each subject area (Ferguson, col. 6, line 55 - col. 
9, line 37); saving said categorization file to a storage medium for use in searching said 
collection of responsive content (Ferguson, col. 6, line 55 - col. 9, line 37). 

As per claim 13, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, and further teaches obtaining a stop list providing a list of words not to be 
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indexed (Wu, col. 6, lines 19-22); parsing each piece of responsive content into constituent 
words (Wu, col. 6, line 10 - col. 7, line 67); eliminating words of said responsive content 
occurring on said stop lists (Wu, col. 6, lines 61-67); recording a location of every occurrence of 
constituent words in said collection of responsive content (Wu, col. 8, line 52 - col. 9, line 8). 

As per claim 14, Wu, Kirsch and Ferguson teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, and further teach determining if a summary is provided for each piece of 
said responsive content; examining each piece of said responsive content for keywords 
associated with each subject area; developing a keyword summary score for each piece of 
responsive content; examining each piece of said responsive content for relevant extracts 
forming an extract summary; developing an extract score for each piece of responsive content; 
comparing said keyword summary score to said extract score for a summary composite score; 
selecting said keyword summary if a predetermined summary value is exceeded by said 
summary composite score; selecting said extract summary if a predetermined summary value if 
not exceeded by said summary composite score (Kirsch, col. 5, lines 47-55, Ferguson, col. 18, 
lines 51-57). 

Claims 16-20 rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for claims 1- 

14. 

9. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Redfern 
(6,078,914). 

As per claim 15, Redfern teaches a system for the automatic harvesting and qualification 
of dynamic database content comprising: 
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a computer system having a communication means for communicating with at least one 
other computer including a database to facilitate the two-way flow of information between said 
computer system and the at least one other computer (Redfern, col. 4, lines 8-27); 

said computer system having a storage means for retention and recall of data 
communicated by or to the at least one other computer (Redfern, col. 4, lines 8-27); 

said computer system having a processing means for executing multiple software 
modules and performing comparisons between a user supplied query and a plurality of 
documents found in at least one other computer (Redfern, col. 4, lines 8-33); 

an index for storing a plurality of pre-approved internet sites to be included in a series of 
queries (Redfern, col. 2, line 47 - col. 3, line 45); 

a configuration module adapted for translating a generic query into site-specific dialects 
such that a single user defined query may be directed to multiple sites automatically (Redfern, 
Abstract, col. 4, lines 8-33); 

a selection module adapted for characterizing said plurality of documents returned by the 
database of the at least one other computer and associated with said user defined query (Redfern, 
col. 2, line 47 - col. 3, line 45); 

a results index to allow for rapid recovery of specific portions of any one of said plurality 
of documents characterized by said selection module (Redfern, col. 2, line 47 - col. 3, line 45); 
and 

a generator module for automatically generating at least one results page for the user 
conveying information associated with any one of said plurality of documents associated with 
said query (Redfern, col. 2, line 47 - col. 3, line 45). 
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Redfern does not explicitly disclose a result index. However, it is well known in the art 
that a search provides a results index in order to organize and rank the results and allow the user 
to rapidly retrieve the results. 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments, see page 15, filed on 21 May 2004, with respect to the 
rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-3, 5-6 and 8-15 under 102(e) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, 
a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Kirsch et al. (6,018,733) and Ferguson et al. 
(6,237,01 1). Please see the detailed rejection above. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chongshan Chen whose telephone number is 703-305-8319. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 am - 4:30 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E Breene can be reached on (703)305-9790. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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